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PER CURIAM.

After the District Court' denied Nathaniel Hughes's motion to suppress
evidencefound during aprotective sweep of hisgirlfriend's apartment that took place
while police officers were there to arrest him pursuant to a warrant, Hughes entered
an unconditional guilty pleato one count of conspiracy to distribute crack cocaine.
Two months later, he filed a motion to withdraw his plea, which the District Court
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denied. In this appeal, Hughes presents one issue: whether the search of his
girlfriend's apartment was unconstitutional .?

Because an unconditional guilty pleaforeclosesadefendant'sright to challenge
any of the prosecution's case, jurisdictional challenges excepted, we cannot review
the constitutionality of the search of his girlfriend's apartment. See United Statesv.
Jennings, 12 F.3d 836, 839 (8th Cir. 1994). Hughes could have preserved his right
to appeal the denial of his suppression motion had he entered a conditional guilty
plea, see Fed. R. Crim. P. 11(a)(2), but he failed to do so.

Evenif Hugheshad not waived hisright to appeal thedenial of hissuppression
motion by entering an unconditional pleaof guilty, thereisno merit to hisclaim that
the search of his girlfriend's apartment violated his Fourth Amendment rights. We
have carefully reviewed this claim and are satisfied that, in the circumstances of this
case, the protective sweep of the apartment was entirely reasonable. Given that
Hughes was known to be linked to a violent street gang and that his girlfriend's
apartment was unfamiliar territory to the officers, the officers had good reason to be
concerned that another person or persons might bein the apartment posing a danger
to the officers safety. See Maryland v. Buie, 494 U.S. 325, 334 (1990).

By entering an unconditional guilty plea, Hugheswaived hisright to challenge
the denial of his suppression motion. Accordingly, we dismiss this appeal.
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?Hughes has not appeal ed the denial of his motion to withdraw his guilty plea.
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